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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
THE STATE OF UTAH, 
PIaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. Case No. 19533 
ROBERT EUGENE JONES, 
Defendant-Appellant. 
APPELLANT'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF 
AS TO POINT IV 
INTRODUCTION 
On January 6, 1986, a hearing was held before the Honorable 
Robert 0. Hyde concerning the allegation of defendant-appellant 
that a police report had been withheld from defense counsel at 
the time of trial. Appellant's counsel and respondent's coun-
sel, the Attorney General's Office, stipulated that this matter 
could be remanded for the sole purpose of probing into the 
circumstances surrounding this police report. As was stated in 
the "Verified Motion to Remand for Further Proceeding," filed 
by appellant's counsel on June 5, 1985, with this Court, 
appellant's counsel were unaware of the existence of this 
report until after they had obtained it with the assistance of 
the Utah State Bar in the early part of May, 1985. This 
report, therefore, was unavailable when the original brief of 
appellant was filed with this Court. 
Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BYU. 
Machine-generated OCR, may contain errors.
An evidentiary hearing was held before Judge Hyde and sub-
sequently a Motion for a New Trial was made by appellant's 
counsel. The Motion was denied. 
The purpose of this supplemental brief is to discuss 
appellant's claim that a critical police report was withheld 
from defendant's trial attorneys and the effect that this 
omission had upon the trial. 
In order to understand the impact of this report, it is 
necessary to have first examined the references in the trial 
itself to the ownership and possession of the various .38 
caliber guns. Next, appellant will briefly summarize the 
pertinent testimony in the January 6, 1986, hearing before 
Judge Hyde. Finally, appellant will cite the pertinent law 
relating to exculpatory material. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
(Summary Of Trial Testimony Relating To .38 Caliber Weapons) 
The lower court, despite the objection of defense counsel, 
admitted into evidence the murder weapon which was shown to 
have fired the shots which killed the victim. (Tr. 787.) 
Officer Norman Soakai testified on direct examination by 
the prosecutor that he obtained Exhibit 20 which is a .38 
caliber gun on July 26th from a pawn shop entitled the Gift 
House in Ogden. He answered "no" to the question as to whether 
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he had been able to tie the gun to Robert Jones or could prove 
that defendant ever had possession of the gun. (Tr. 825.) 
Beverly Jones stated that when Jones was first seen by her 
in the basement, he had a black snub-nosed gun in his hand. 
(Tr. 834.) Beverly stated she did not know what kind of pistol 
it was, although it looked like a .38 caliber pistol. She said 
it looked like Exhibit 20 and that defendant had a couple of 
this type of gun. (Tr. 873.) Beverly acknowledged that she 
had been given a .38 caliber gun by defendant and had taken it 
on one occasion deer hunting. She agreed that she had shown it 
to a fellow employee at Mervyn's but did not acknowledge that 
it was hers. (Tr. 875-876.) She denied that she ever owned a 
.38 caliber gun or that she had the gun in the Chapman house in 
March of 1983. (Tr. 878.) 
Beverly Jones testified that the gun she had previously 
received while elk hunting was taken by defendant Jones when he 
moved out. She stated that Kim Chapman did not have a gun with 
him and that there was no kind of pistol in the house. 
(Tr. 959.) She stated there were no weapons in the basement 
that night as far as she knew. (Tr. 960.) 
When defendant came out of the closet he had a hand gun, 
but she does not know what caliber or what make it was. She 
did not know whether it was the same gun she had been hunting, 
since all she could see was the barrel. (Tr. 962.) Beverly 
-3-
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was shown the murder weapon, but stated that she did not 
believe it was the gun she had been given before. She then 
testified that she is not sure whether that was the gun at the 
elk hunt, since they all looked the same to her. (Tr. 970.) 
She stated that the gun was pointed at Kim by defendant and 
that when they got to the door Kim grabbed defendant's wrists. 
It was at this point that the shots went off. Kim did not have 
a gun and never had a gun. (Tr. 984.) She stated that Jones 
had not fired the gun until Kim Chapman grabbed his wrist. 
(Tr. 985.) Neither shot which hit her made her immobile and 
she was able to move around in the basement after defendant 
left. (Tr. 990-991.) 
The defense called Scott Weinberg, who previously worked at 
Mervyn's with Beverly Jones. Mr. Weinberg was shown Exhibit 
20, the weapon which killed Chapman, and stated it was similar 
to the one that Beverly had and used during the hunt. 
(Tr. 1002.) Eileen Johnston was also called and stated that 
she was a neighbor of the Jones family and had seen Beverly 
Jones wearing a hand gun on her hip. She stated that the size, 
shape and coloring of the handle of Exhibit 20 looked very 
similar to the one holstered by Beverly Jones. (Tr. 1024.) 
Doris Kennedy, the sister of defendant Bob Jones, testified 
that she saw Beverly wearing a .38 caliber gun and asked her 
about it, at which time Beverly replied that Bob had bought it 
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for her. Exhibit 20, according to Miss Kennedy, looked very 
much like Beverly's gun, since the handle was similar and it 
had a unique wood grain. She further stated that Beverly told 
her after she had moved into the Chapman's basement that she 
had a gun with her and would use it if she had to to protect 
herself from Bob. (Tr. 1059-1062.) Bobbie Jones, the mother 
of defendant, testified that her son bought Beverly a gun and 
that Beverly wore it for three or four days around the neigh-
borhood so she could get used to carrying it. She stated that 
Exhibit 20 looked like the gun that Bob had bought for her but 
did not know for sure. She stated that when Bob moved back 
into the family house in November, Mrs. Jones took Bob's pistol 
and told him he could not have it. She stated that Bob did not 
have access to the gun and that the gun was taken to her daugh-
ter Doris' house and locked up. She further stated that she 
never did see Beverly's gun after Beverly moved into the 
Chapman residence. (Tr. 1109-1111.) She had taken all of the 
guns out of her house shortly before Christmas because her son 
was having problems and she did not not want him to have access 
to any gun. (Tr. 1125.) She stated that there were two iden-
tical .38 caliber pistols owned by Bob and Beverly. As to Bob, 
she brought it back into the house and kept it from him. 
(Tr. 1133.) 
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Robert Jones, Sr., the father of defendant, testified that 
Exhibit 20 is identical to the two guns owned by Beverly and by 
his son. (1152.) He stated that the .38 caliber was purchased 
for Beverly since she wanted to have a gun while she went hunt-
ing, since she was frightened of snakes. Bob's .38 caliber was 
taken away from him in December prior to the shooting and was 
kept at Bob's sister's house. He did not have access to those 
guns after that time. (Tr. 1154-1155.) 
Defendant Robert Jones testified that he purchased a .38 
caliber for elk hunting season and a short time later bought an 
identical gun for Beverly. (Tr. 1293.) He stated that he 
believed Exhibit 20 to be one of the two guns he bought. He 
stated that he believed that Exhibit 20 was specifically the 
gun he had purchased for Beverly. 
He testified that while they were living together both .38 
caliber pistols remained in the household. (Tr. 1313.) Later, 
when he was evicted by Beverly, he removed his own .38 caliber 
gun and took it to an apartment he was renting. (Tr. 1350.) 
He recalled that on two separate occasions Kim Chapman 
confronted him with a gun which looked very much like the .38 
caliber gun he had purchased for Beverly. (Tr. 1352.) 
Jones testified that he did not have a gun when he entered 
the Chapman residence. It was only upon his attempt to leave 
that Kim Chapman shoved a gun in his back. He stated he did 
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not know which gun Kim had in his hand, but it could have been 
Exhibit 20. (Tr. 1409-1412.) 
On cross-examination, Jones stated he had no idea where Kim 
got the gun. He stated that the last time he saw it it was 
lying by Kim's leg on the floor. He believed that either 
Beverly or someone else in the family took the gun before the 
police got there. (Tr. 1457-1458.) 
Earl Chapman, on redirect, stated that when he went down-
stairs he did not see a gun or knife anywhere. (Tr. 1501.) He 
admitted that he never made a thorough search for the gun since 
he was concerned about his son and Beverly. (Tr. 1502.) 
In addition to this testimony concerning the guns, there 
was also references made by both attorneys in closing argu-
ment. Mr. Caine, defendant's attorney, stated the following: 
You remember Officer Soakai? He only testified--he 
was the shortest witness. I didn't ask him a ques-
tion, so you couldn't get mad at me for taking too 
much time. I didn't ask him one question. But he 
probably gave the single, most important piece of 
testimony as it relates to what I have got in my hand 
here in this whole trial. Do you remember what he 
said? He said in response to Mr. Hughes' question: 
"I can't tie this gun to Bob Jones. I can't do it. 
We know that this is the gun that fired the bullets, 
because we had it tested, but I can't put it with 
him. I can't do it. There is no evidence." 
Now, remember who has got the burden of proof in this 
case? I'll tell you why Officer Soakai couldn't do 
it. Because back in the summer this gun was pur-
chased, just as Bob Jones said, just as his parents 
indicated, just as his sister Doris indicated, for Bev 
Jones. It was her gun. She had it. She was seen 
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wearing it. This gun has never in any evidence sub-
mitted in this case been seen with, or been on the 
person of, Bob Jones. There is simply no evidence of 
that. 
At the elk hunt you remember the fellow from Mervyn's 
who was Bev's boss, worked in security with her? He 
saw her with it. Bob had a bigger gun. He thought it 
was a .357. Mr. Jones, Sr., Doris, saw this gun on 
Bev's hip. Doris even talked with Bev months after 
that when she was worried about the problems they were 
having, and Bev said, "Don't worry. I've got a gun. 
I' ve got a gun." 
Now Bev tried to tell you from the stand that she 
really didn't know too much about this, hadn't seen it 
before, didn't recognize it, didn't know much. You 
remember she had a gun up hunting, but wasn't clear on 
that. And yet we have all this testimony. The only 
testimony you have in this case is that this gun was 
in Bev Jones' possession. The prosecutor might like 
you to think that Bob stole it out of the house or 
took it out of there, or found it somewhere, but 
there's simply no evidence of that. There's simply no 
evidence of that. But back in September, I submit to 
you, she had this gun. She took it up elk hunting 
with her, and she kept it with her right down to the 
11th of March, and I think that's very important. 
That's why she wasn't worried about all these things 
that supposedly Bob might do to her, because she knew 
she had this gun all along. 
(Tr. 1154 to 1155.) 
In another section of closing argument Mr. Caine stated: 
Now, a big question. Who had the gun? Bob said, "I 
didn't have it," Beverly said, "I didn't have it," she 
said, "Kim didn't have one." Now we've heard testi-
mony from LeeAnn, Doris, and others, that on occasion 
Kim had a knife, pulled it on Bob a couple of times. 
He had a club one time, so, not a nonviolent indi-
vidual. His dad told us he was in pretty good shape, 
athletic, a jogger, could take care of himself. 
Bev, we know, had a weapon. She had a .38, and I'm 
telling you that it's this one. But she had some-
thing. Presumably she had it there at the house. She 
-8-
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told Doris, "I've got a gun in case I need it." What 
she's talking about? The only gun that she's ever 
been connected with in this whole case is this one. 
But who had it? Obviously, if it happened the way Bob 
told you, and Kim had that gun, and a struggle ensued, 
and shots were fired, then this case is a lot dif-
ferent from jumping out of the closet and blasting 
away. 
(Tr. 1567 - 1568.) 
The prosecutor, Mr. Hughes, stated in his rebuttal argument: 
The gun, first of all. Nobody, nobody, including the 
defendant Robert Jones, said this is the gun Beverly 
Jones owned. People have said she owned a .38. She 
even said an RG .38, but not even Robert Jones, "This 
is Beverly Jones' gun." Nobody said. Beverly didn't 
even say this was the exact gun she saw that night. 
She said it was a short-barreled gun like this, but 
nobody has said that, not a single witness. There is 
not a shred of evidence. 
Norm Soakai was honest with you when he said he can't 
put this gun in the hands of Mr. Jones, at least trace 
it back to the pawn shop. 
In another portion of his argument, he stated: 
If Kim Chapman is as fit as he was said to be, there 
is no doubt that he was a physically active person, 
and someone has got a knife, holding you according to 
Mr. Jones, and this thing is sitting right next to 
you; and there's a whole pack full of these, and you 
can see them in the pictures, sitting over there by 
the fireplace, why don't you pick one of these up and 
bust him with it? If someone had taken that to 
Mr. Jones, we would have had a different situation. 
The reason nobody picked this up to go against 
Mr. Jones is because he was holding a .38 revolver in 
his hand, and that's how he kept everybody in place. 
(Tr. 1009.) 
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Hearing held on January 6, 1986: 
Upon remand, a hearing was held before the Honorable 
Ronald 0. Hyde on January 6, 1986. The following individuals 
testified: John Caine and Maurice Richards, defendant's attor-
neys at trial; Donald Hughes, the prosecuting County Attorney; 
Norman Soakai, an Ogden police officer investigating the crime; 
and Terry Carpenter, a South Ogden police officer asso-
ciated with the investigation. 
John Caine stated his defense at trial was that the murder 
weapon which was produced was the gun given by defendant to 
Beverly and was not the twin to that gun kept by Mr. Jones. 
Throughout the trial he stated he believed that the murder 
weapon was one of the two weapons purchased by Jones. He 
stated that the County Attorney never told him he was mistaken 
in that belief. (Tr. 1673.) Exhibit 1 which is the police 
report now under discussion and which is contained herein as 
Appendix A, was typed on August 29, 1983, the same day the 
trial began. Caine stated he was not informed that such a 
report existed when he began the Jones trial. (Tr. 1675.) 
Caine testified that he was never informed by the police that 
Friedell and Hastie, the armed robbers who had possession of 
the gun, told the police that they did not know Robert Jones, 
and did not assist him in any way (Tr. 1677-1678.) He further 
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Caine also stated that he did not know that a Mr. Blarney 
was the original purchaser of the weapon and that a Mr. McDill 
is the one who pawned it. He stated that had he known this it 
would have been useful in seeing who was involved with the gun 
and checking to see if any of those people had a connection 
with Beverly. There would be an issue as to whether any of 
these people knew each other in order to connect the murder 
weapon to Beverly. (Tr. 1704-1705.) 
Caine agreed that if he could have shown a connection 
between Beverly Jones and Chris Singleton, a connection alleged 
to exist by defendant's family, that fact would have been 
powerful evidence in support of defendant's position. 
(Tr. 1717.) 
Maurice Richards testified that he spoke with Mr. Hastie 
who informed him that he did not know Jones and that there was 
no truth to the allegation that Jones' younger sister had 
obtained the gun from Jones and given it to him prior to the 
robberies. He denied any possibility that he had been con-
nected with the shooting. Officer Soakai never revealed to him 
that his investigation showed that Friedell Hastie had posses-
sion of the weapon. The only thing the police told him was 
that Chris Singleton had pawned it or had done something with 
the gun that led him to talk to Hastie. He did not know that 
-12-Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BYU. Machine-generated OCR, may contain errors.
ChrIs Si r ig1eton had ident ified the . 38 revolver as the murder 
weap; : i • ' ' * ] e. + ) 
He stated thak it v;o-j;d be si rm i i I cant t- fine: o-;t how a 
person knev: that ;• was the murder weapon and w- n ! rl wanr to 
i i lvestigat* *\~ • » :• re trial. He a] so aareec: :riir had he been 
able to sh. w tnat * i.t registered owner c: the uu:. was ->oriieciie 
tutaiiy unconnected witn Robeit Jones, t» •. ! i h r> > -
important t^ prove. 
L'cna!': Hughes, the piosecntirig attorney for the State, 
* • v - i * > • • . < . or: 1 ia i i lg 
1
- i lKe; 1 t v j f t i c e L b>oaKci dt 'u- Cn) ] s S i n g l e t o n ' s s t a t e m e n t t h a t 
f
 ' . - a1"- ' - * * *-* * 1 ^ 1 : s e v e r a l armeU r e r o e i i e s and was t h e 
: i * - • -tpman. He s ta t>_; : *.:i^t r e n = j no 
r e c c - l l e c * n n r f t h i s r e p - i f ^ t i . • >n^ r ad i c t i ng h i m s e l f , 
h e ^ \ - ' - • h > r e ? • • * - - v * '- J 
fh<, : e p o : i , s m c e !.t nnu d i s c u s s e d i ' w
 A * : u •:: . He i e l a t e d 
t t ; r he v:- a w a r e t r , * t tie nurd-M w e a p ' r '. •:: oeer- t r a r - d *" 
I - I . * *
 r 
WcS riei H . : - i :
 L
:o:.». >. h«- <: , J n + l e o i 1 , t- . J I ng t h e d e f e n s e 
l a w y e r " * r -. * I t :; - * L ' . - ' - I* V« 1 -/ . ^ v f r ie . •** T e q i s t e : t - d owner 
< t *, . i ) 
e t * L i re> Huqru . s t at e i * !*?* ru. s. . r. 1 L : f e r e n c e b e t w e e i .m 
a d m i s s i o n by Lht r : "*: .PC*: t iun t h a t yuu c a n n c r e r v ^ . r 
l i r e of p r o o f , re rr > , - • •..* cmn f^  f h e < i p f P n d a ? v .i a p p o s e d t o 
- 1 3 -Digitized by the Howard W. Hunter Law Library, J. Reuben Clark Law School, BYU. Machine-generated OCR, may contain errors.
affirmative evidence that this is not the gun of the defen-
dant. (Tr. 1753.) 
He further testified that Officer Soakai was given free 
authority to sit down with the defense and discuss everything 
he had found. He did not believe that the registered owner of 
the gun was a material fact and did not believe that it was 
Brady material. He stated that he had no recollection of the 
report during trial, but he may have had it but just doesn't 
remember it. (Tr. 1756). 
Officer Norman Soakai contradicted several of Mr. Hughes' 
statements. He stated that he had told Don Hughes everything 
that was in the report before he prepared it, and that Don 
Hughes took notes while he explained his report. He told 
Hughes about talking to Chris Singleton, to Friedell and to 
Hastie. (Tr. 1805.) Two weeks before the trial began he was 
told by Hughes to prepare the report so he could give a copy to 
Caine and Richards. The day before the trial he went down to 
get a copy of the report. He was not asked to give the report 
to the defense attorneys but Hughes said he would do it him-
self. (Tr. 808.) He picked up the copy personally on the day 
of trial because Hughes said he needed a copy. He delivered a 
copy to Hughes at the courtroom. (Tr. 1811.) 
He had been instructed as a detective not to go out and 
voluntarily talk to defense lawyers. He does not ever recall 
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(1967) (Fortis, J. concurring). See also Brennan "The Criminal 
Prosecution: Sporting Event or Quest for Truth?" 1963 Wash. 
U.L.Q. 279, 292. 
The United States Supreme Court in the landmark decision of 
Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), formulated the principle 
that a prosecutor has an affirmative duty to disclose exculpa-
tory evidence to defendant's counsel. Subsequently, in U.S. v. 
Agurs, 427 U.S. 97 (1976), the United States Supreme Court held 
that such evidence must be disclosed even if there is no speci-
fic request from defense counsel. A constitutional error is 
committed "if the omitted evidence creates a reasonable doubt 
that did not otherwise exist." 427 U.S. at 112. 
The nature of the undisclosed evidence is vital in evaluat-
ing materiality. Evidence that exculpates the defendant has a 
better chance of being found material than evidence which only 
impeaches the credibility of a witness. Garrison v. Maggio, 
540 F.2d 1271, 1274 (5th Circuit 1976). Also, the strength of 
the government's case is an important factor in weighing the 
materiality of suppressed evidence. Where the government's 
case is "overwhelming," undisclosed evidence has little capac-
ity to effect the verdict. Fulford v. Maggio, 692 F.2d 354 
(5th Cir. 1982). On the other hand, where the government's 
case is filled with "gaps," "weaknesses and uncertainties," or 
-16-
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required not only to disclose information he knows but also 
information he "should have known." U.S. v. Agurs, 427 U.S. 
97, 103 (1976). The Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals in Barbee 
v. Warden, Maryland Penitentiary, 331 F.2d 842 (4th Cir. 1964), 
stated the principle that a prosecutor "should know" of evi-
dence in the possession of police officers who are investigat-
ing the case as well as other government agencies involved in 
the investigation. The court there said: 
Nor is the effect of the nondisclosure neutralized 
because the prosecuting attorney was not shown to have 
had knowledge of the exculpatory evidence. Failure of 
the police to reveal such material evidence in their 
possession is equally harmful to a defendant whether 
the information is purposely, or negligently, with-
held. And it makes no difference if the withholding 
is by officials other than the prosecutor. The police 
are also part of the prosecution, and the taint on the 
trial is no less if they, rather than the State's 
Attorney, were guilty of the nondisclosure. 
Id. at 846. 
Finally, most courts have held that any Brady information 
must be disclosed to the defense attorneys as soon as it has 
been discovered in order to allow the defense to utilize the 
information. Late disclosure, as at the time of trial, "would 
emasculate the effect of Brady." U.S. v. Pollack, 534 F.2d 
964, 973 (D.C. Cir. 1976). As one court correctly noted: 
It should be obvious to anyone involved with criminal 
trials that exculpatory information may come too late 
if it is given only at trial, and that the effective 
implementation of Brady v. Maryland must therefore 
require earlier production in at least some situations. 
U.S. v. Deutch, 373 F.Supp. 289, 290 (S.D.N.Y. 1974.) 
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2. The gun had been purchased by William Harvey Blarney on 
January 5, 1983. 
3. After purchasing the gun Blarney gave the gun to 
Reynold Hastie. 
4. Reynold Hastie and Norwood Friedell admitted using the 
gun in robbing several drugstores in Weber County and Davis 
County prior to and after the shooting of Chapman. 
5. Both Hastie and Friedell denied giving the gun to 
Robert Jones or loaning it anyone during that time. They even 
denied knowing Robert Jones and denied helping him in the kill-
ing of Chapman. 
6. The gun was ultimately pawned by Michael McDill on 
April 21, 1983. 
The identity of a weapon used in a killing is always a 
material piece of evidence which cannot be suppressed. Barbee 
v. Warden, 331 F.2d 842 (4th Circuit 1964). In the instant 
case it is apparent from the transcript during the trial that 
the defense had no idea that the gun used in the killing of 
Chapman was not one of the two .38 caliber guns originally pur-
chased by Jones. A great deal of time and effort was spent by 
the defense to show that the gun used in the shooting was the 
one that Jones had given to Beverly during an elk hunt. Like-
wise, the testimony concerning the number of guns owned by 
Robert Jones and their location was equally immaterial at the 
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It is inconceivable that a prosecutor would allow the 
defense attorneys to proceed through the entire trial, attempt-
ing to prove that the murder weapon was a specific gun owned by 
defendant when he knew that the weapon was a totally different 
gun originally purchased by William Harvey Blarney. The chain 
of custody of the gun is highly relevant to the claims of the 
defendant. If Jones entered the Chapman residence with a gun, 
the prosecutor's claim that he intended to murder Chapman and 
Beverly Jones would be much more plausible. Oh the other hand, 
if the gun was already in the Chapman residence, then Robert 
Jones' claim that he merely was defending himself after the gun 
was brandished by Chapman becomes more credible. 
In summary, the failure of the prosecutor to fully reveal 
the results of the investigation of Officer Soakai prior to the 
trial and to produce to the defense attorneys the actual report 
prepared on the day of trial was an illegal suppression of 
evidence and requires the remand for a new trial. 
•ft 
DATED this S ~ day of August, 1986. 
SNOW, CHRISTENSEN & MARTINEAU 
By 
^^^U_ 
Max D. Wheeler 
CRAIG COOK 
SCM1170J 
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OGDEN 
I..CASC NiTSL 
83-678] 
fi. VICTIM 
CHAPMAN, Kim/JONES, Beverly 
i0 ADDITI^U mrcwuTiov k oiTAILS 
On 7-20-83 Detective Terry CARPENTER of South Ogden Police Department gave me a receipt foi 
a .38 Special revolver that Michael MCDILL pawned at the Gift House, 120 25tht on 4-21-83. 
This receipt was placed into evidence. I spoke with Chris SINGLETON and she stated that tl 
gun had been used in several armed robberies in the Ogden area and that it was the same gin 
that killed Kim CHAPMAN. Chris indicated the gun was sold to her by Renold HASTIE and his 
half-brother, Norwood FRIDAL. She said that she gave the gun to Michael MCDILL and Michae] 
pawned it at the Gift House. . 
On 7-20-83 I picked up the gun from the Gift House and took it to the Weber State College 
Crime Lab. On 7-22-83 I was told by James GASKILL of the Crime Lab that the ballistics 
report showed that the bullets found at the scene which killed Kim CHAPMAN and wounded 
Beverly JONES were fired from this gun. The gun was returned to the Gift House and on 7-21 
a search warrant was issued by Judge TAYLOR to seize the gun. On the same date the gun was 
seized and placed into evidence. 
On 7-26-83 I traced the registered owner of the gun and found that it was registered to 
Villiam Harvey BLAMEY. On 7-26-83 I contacted BLAMEY at Kopy Kat Print Shop, 3284 Vashingi 
He stated that on 1-5-83 he bought the gun from the Gift House. On the same date he gave 
the gun to Renold HASTIE. 
Renold HASTIE and Norwood FRIDAL admitted using the gun in robbing several drug stores in 
Weber County and Davis County but they denied giving it to Robert JONES or loaning it to 
anyone during that time. They also denied knowing or helping Robert JONES in killing CHAP! 
On 8-11-83 I spoke with Gary GIBBS, a friend of Robert JONES;- He -stated that one week beft 
4Cim-CHAPMAN^as^ur<iered,-Robe«^0NE 
could go with GIBBS and kill Kim CHAPMAN. GIBBS told JONES that he did not want to help h: 
do something like that. GIBBS said that JONES told him he loved Beverly so much that he 
wanted to kill Kim CHAPMAN. GIBBS said that he would be willing to testify against JONES. 
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